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Overseas members $35.

2

editor’s note

These are exciting times to be interested in the worth of the earth and how it’s
equitable sharing can free labour and capital from the constraining forces of
land monopoly. The failure of governments to raise adequate revenue without
detrimental side effects sees a number of nations looking outside the square.
Regular feedback with our international colleagues shows interest increasing in
Latvia and China (via Michael Hudson) and in tent cities in Washington DC
(via Alanna Hartzok). The time is now!
Every week I am receiving emails with titles such as ‘Explaining Georgism to
the folks’, ‘Great show’ and ‘Vacant space in Melbourne? - student request’.
Young people are eager to learn more, to build upon the knowledgeable
Georgists have been assembling for so many generations.
With this in mind, I though t it opportune to ask some of our leading youthful
Georgists to contribute to this issue. All have come to understand our message
whether through our regularly updated websites, the radio show or projects like
the Anti-Gentrification festival.
I hope you enjoy this edition,
Karl Fitzgerald
Project Coordinator

Upcoming Events
Henry George Annual Commemorative Dinner
Thursday September the 2nd, 6pm onwards
The Old, the New and the Ugly: Causes Behind the Global Financial Crisis
Presenter: Steven Spadijer (ANU)
Venue: The Conservatory, the Pumphouse Hotel, 128 Nicholson St, Fitzroy
Fair Trade, Not Band Aids! - The limitations of ethical purchasing without
fundamental economic reform, Thursday October 7th, 6pm, 1/ 27 Hardware
Lane, Melbourne. RSVP appreciated
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Economic Justice Is Our Aim
To declare the fundamental principle of Democracy that
all men have an equal, an unalienable right to the use of Land.
The measure of man’s need for land is expressed by the Rent
of Land; this Rent arises solely from the presence and activities
of the people and, therefore, it should be collected by the
Government to defray public expenses.
As a result of laws permitting land holders to take, for private
purposes, the Rent of Land which is communal property, it
became necessary to impose the burden of taxation on the
products of labour and industry.
These products are the rightful property of individuals to which
the government has no moral right. We therefore demand
the appropriation of ground rent as public revenue, and the
abolition of taxes now imposed upon Labour and Labour
products.
This is a call upon humanity to contribute to the public revenue
in proportion to the natural opportunities they hold; to pay just
as much for holding valuable land idle as when putting it to
fullest use.
It would thus become impossible for monopolists and
speculators to hold natural resources unused or only half
used, and would throw open to Labour the illimitable field of
employment which the earth offers to humanity.
					
written circa 1904 in Melbourne
PROGRESS Winter 2010
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AUSTRALIA’S FUTURE
- THE HENRY REVIEW
Sunday May 2, 2010 was a significant day for Georgists.
Treasury Secretary Dr Ken Henry released his long awaited
Australia's Future Tax System report.
The preface states "In the 2008–09 Budget the Australian
Government announced a comprehensive ‘root and branch’
review of Australia’s tax system. The aim is to create a tax
structure that will position Australia to deal with its social,
economic and environmental challenges and enhance
economic, social and environmental wellbeing."
Six months before its release there were rumours in the
press of a tax on the family home. Then there was a
significant delay. Many in the movement feared that Ken
Henry's efforts to recycle resource rents for the common
good was being questioned, if not sidelined.
However, when the report finally came out, we were
impressed with its broad scope. Whilst not advocating the
full capture of economic rents, it did go further than many
thought.
Prosper’s Campaigner David Collyer wrote “The Asprey
report, commissioned by the Whitlam government,
guided and inspired governments and their advisers for
the following 25 years. The last tax reform report was
the Review of Business Taxation by John Ralph, released
in 1999, which focussed on tax avoidance. All the main
recommendations of both reviews were implemented and
are now part of the tax system.”
It was with great interest that Dr Henry even used our
terminology - land value taxation. The report delivers
the theoretical truth on the role of economic rent, much
of which will stand the test of time for Georgists of
generations to come:
Henry states:
Land is (potentially) an efficient tax base.
Taxes change the prices that consumers or businesses face.
But a price change is not the source of the efficiency cost
of a tax. The efficiency cost depends on whether people
change their behaviour in response to the change in price.
For example, the measure of the inefficiency of a labour tax
is not how much it raises the wage cost to firms, but how
many workers are not employed as a result. That is, the cost
to society is the value of the activity deterred by the tax.
Land value tax is efficient because the tax reduces the price
of land but does not affect how it is used, or how much is used.
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Nor does land value tax change how other productive
resources are combined with land. If a landowner were to
try and 'pass forward' the tax to users of the land, some
users (particularly highly mobile international investors)
would simply reduce their use of land, lowering the
demand and price for the land.
When broadly applied across all uses of land, the
introduction of a land value tax should not affect
whether land is used for agriculture, housing or
manufacturing. Even if a business (such as a farm) uses
a disproportionate amount of land to produce goods and
services, it will not be affected since the price of land is
commensurately lower.”
Land value tax therefore differs from taxes on other
productive resources: taxes on labour reduce people's
work effort; and taxes on capital can cause the capital
to be employed elsewhere (particularly overseas). In

“A recent OECD report found
that a 1 per cent switch to
land or property tax (but
not to taxes on transactions)
away from income tax would
improve long-run GDP per
capita by 2.5 percentage
points (Johansson et al. 2009).”

PROGRESS Winter 2010

contrast, a broad land value tax is borne by landowners and
the supply of land is unchanged. Land value tax falls on the
owner's 'economic rent' (see Box C2–1).
This study did not assess taxes on the economic rent from
natural resources, which are also potentially efficient tax bases.
On tax effecting behaviour:
There is considerable evidence that tax differences have large
effects on which assets a household’s savings are invested in.
Based on an examination of the literature and OECD data,
the OECD concluded that while low-income individuals
respond to tax incentives with more saving, for high-income
individuals in particular savings are diverted from taxable to
tax-preferred savings (OECD 2007a). (p80, Vol1, Pt2)
Dr Henry went further than we thought, pushing forward not
only the highly controversial Super Profits Resource tax, but
also advocating the sharing of economic rents in other areas
of monopoly, such as taxi licences and poker machines.
“….taxi fares are up to 25 per cent higher than they need be
because of State government taxes (Productivity Commission
1999, p. 16). These taxes are imposed in a relatively unusual
way. The States limit the number of taxis then make money
by selling licences.

The total value of taxi licences in Australia is around $6.5
billion (Clarke & Prentice 2009). Because of the tax, taxi
services are more costly and waiting times are longer. This
has a number of adverse impacts on Australian society.
Businesses pay the taxi tax, or they must use alternative
transport less fit for purpose, driving the cost of goods and
services up for all Australians. “
The Henry Tax Review has rightly acknowledged the role of
economic rents in effecting both decision making and revenue
raising capabilities. Following New Zealand’s ‘Tax Working
Group’, this is the second national review to recommend a
stronger role for LVT in this post-GFC era.
With the average aussie battler prefering that the government
tax them rather than share the mineral wealth, we must hope
that those on struggle streen one day see taxation as a tool for
freedom rather than a subtle method to send the masses to sleep.
With failed states teetering around the world, this shoud be a
time of great promise for sovereign nations to regain control
of their future. Former PM Kevin Rudd is certainly well
aware of this issue.
Education is the key. Order your own copy of the very
readable Henry Review via www.futuretax.gov.au .

These restrictions are beyond those necessary to maintain
safety or service standards and are simply used to raise
revenue. For these reasons, accounting standards and
economic reasoning recognise the revenue as tax revenue.
Taxi licences now sell on secondary markets for up to
$470,000 (On the BSX Taxi Market, plate prices averaged
$430,000 in 2008–09.). The purchaser expects that future
restrictions on the number of taxis will allow this money to be
recouped from future taxi customers — with interest.
PROGRESS Winter 2010
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Inequality in Western Europe
Why the social-liberal model has failed
by Niels Charlier
Over the past few decades, the wealth gap in Western
Europe has been widening. Several studies have shown
this1. In other words, the rich are getting richer and the poor
are getting poorer. This is very remarkable for a place in the
world where democratic socialism has traditionally been
the strongest and where government policies are aimed at
the most optimal combination of capitalist efficiency and
social justice. Many European states are on the edge of total
bankruptcy and fear is growing that the welfare system as
a whole is at stake. Although major protest is increasing
against feared reductions in social rights, voting behaviour
has been moving towards the conservative side.
Recovery of the Global Financial Crisis has been slower
and more difficult in the European countries than it has
been in other countries. Many governments are sinking
away in to a major debt crisis. But some major economic
challenges are older. The globalisation of the economy has
stirred up rock hard competition, particularly with Eastern
Europe and the Far East where wages and taxes are much
lower. As a consequence industry and business is moving
away to these countries. On top of that, Western Europe is
facing an ageing population which will very soon increase

The globalisation of the
economy has stirred up rock
hard competition, particularly
with Eastern Europe and the
Far East where wages and
taxes are much lower.
the cost of publicly funded pensions and health care and
simultaneously decrease the number of working people
paying for these services.
As an illustrative example we will consider Belgium, a
small country in the heart of Western Europe with strong
economic ties with Europe’s two biggest economies: France
and Germany. This country provides us an interesting mix
of social-economic issues, huge debts and cultural conflict.
1

For example, the Paris-based Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) released a report on
income inequality in 2008, which covers developments spanning 20 years in 30 countries.
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The political economic model in Belgium, as in other
continental countries, is often referred to as the ‘Rhine model
of capitalism’, which has it roots in modern Germany and is
often opposed to the ‘Anglo-saxon model of capitalism’ (in
the English speaking world).
The major practicalities of the Rhine model include a strong
social security net, the provision of education and health care
by non-profit institutions rather than competing businesses
and open negotiation between unions and employers openly
on social contracts, including wages (rather than letting
these be determined by the market). The Rhine model is
often praised by politicians on both sides of the political
spectrum. Even the most right-wing free-market parties in
Belgium consider the provision of health care to be one of
the fundamental tasks of government.
One of the frustrations of the more conservative side though
is a certain dependency culture and mad bureaucracy that
is often claimed to be institutionalised by the left-wing
parties. There is definitely truth in this claim. For example, in
Belgium and the Netherlands there is a phenomenon called
the “pillarisation” of society. As a form of compromise
between portions of society with different ideologies (called
“pillars”), different institutions were organised for each of
them: schools, trade unions, banks, scouting organisations
and so on. For example, there is a socialist health fund, a
liberal health fund and a Christian health fund, all of which
are subsidised by the government.
Traditionally, families would be loyal to their pillar across
generations. This has been less and less the case over the last
few decades, as voters become less predictable. However these
different institutions still exist. Belgium is also divided along
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a cultural line, between northern Dutch-speaking Flanders
and the southern French-speaking Wallonia. Wallonia, once
a very prosperous region, has been struggling with mass
unemployment for decades since its old coal mine industry
declined. Socialists have been the main power in politics in
the south ever since.
A great portion of the people live off unemployment incomes
(often for several generations) or work for the government.
Local governments are often corrupt in the way they hand
out contracts and subsidies. The Flemish North has evolved
in the meantime from a rural area to a rich economy based
on technical knowledge and small businesses. The Flemish
overtaxed middle class has become increasingly frustrated, as
they feel they are supporting dependency creating governance
that would gain no elective benefit from stimulating
innovation.
Conservatives and liberals want to minimise bureaucracy and
be stricter with those who are, as they say, taking advantage
of welfare. The main goal would be to reduce debts and
taxes and save the social security net for those who really
need it. But this is not the only reason for the success of the
right. Apart from enormous economic issues, there is also a
“spiritual crisis” that causes unrest.
The decline of religion and traditions, globalisation,
multiculturalism, and the rise of consumerism and increasing
work pressure have left people with the feeling that something
is “missing”, something intangible which they can rely on
and binds people together. Conservatives promise to fill that
gap through the ideals of family values, respect for authority
and nationalism. (French president Sarkozy tried to open
a debate on the French identity, which tragically turned
in to a racist fest.) Conservative intellectuals like to blame
the influence of the sixties generation, who questioned the
existing fabric of society.
Conservatives do have a point to make on the rise of
materialism and the lack of community spirit but they are
wrong to blame the sixties. The spiritual crisis is the logical
conclusion of a corrupt and immoral economic system
that has been going on for centuries. The mistake that the
generation of the sixties made was their dramatic failure to
correctly identify the causes of what they were protesting.
Instead they turned to ideologies with the wrong answers.
And still today, the left fails to make the right connections.
In March 2010, Belgian newspapers reported that the wealth
gap (calculated by the ‘Gini-coefficient’) had increased during
the past few decades2. This is ironic considering socialists
have been part of coalition governments for over forty years.
A report two months later stated that in the past two years the
2

cost of a home had increased twice as fast as wages3. Can it
be so hard to link these two things together? Could it be that
the rising cost of land is an important factor in making the
poor poorer and the rich richer?
There are a few things that are widely accepted by politicians
and economists along the political spectrum. In the near
future, we will all have to work harder, work longer and
accept a decrease in wealth. Each of us (read: everyone
except for some) will have to pay their share of the cost.
There is no alternative for being able to pay back the
debts and to afford future pensions. But doesn’t this go
against common sense and intuition? Isn’t it the case that
productivity has multiplied over and over again the past
few centuries because of the gifts of technology? Should
that not mean that life becomes increasingly easy and
more comfortable? The fruits of this increased productivity
must be benefiting someone. (It is quite remarkable that
conservatives care more about those on the social bottom
who take ‘advantage’ of unemployment benefits than those
on the social top who are getting richer as they sleep, though
they are both funded by others’ work.) The financial crisis
is usually treated as if it were an external, unavoidable force

The mistake that the
generation of the sixties
made was their dramatic
failure to correctly identify
the causes of what they were
protesting.
or natural disaster that needs to be cleaned up. Some on
the left grumbled that “bad guys” did it, but no structural
explanations were offered.
In Belgium however, there are other conflicts that dominate
politics. Brussels, the capital of Belgium and de-facto capital
of the EU was originally a Flemish city, but has evolved since
the formation of Belgium in 1830 to a mainly French enclave
within Flanders. The Flemish are still half traumatised by
their history. Being treated as second-class citizens by a
French upper class, they fought a long political and social
battle. This explains why they are terrified of the so-called
‘Frenchification’ in the area. The Flemish country side
around the city is being pushed away due to the urban sprawl
of Brussels.
Many Flemish politicians have already stated the situation is
mainly a social problem: wealthy people wanting to escape
the city are attracted by the near-by rural side, which makes
land prices unaffordable for the children of the original

A study done by the Directorate-general Statistics and Economic information of the Belgian federal government in March
2010 showed the Gini coefficient had increased from 0.238 in 1990 to 0.376 present.
3

Based on a study done by consulting firm McKinsey in May 2010.
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the enormous community value that is locked up in land,
and stop it from flowing towards those who control the
financial system. It would provide the funds for the ageing
population. By reducing taxes on work, savings and trade,
the local economy could be made competitive again.
It would end the frustration of the overtaxed working
middle class. So what is stopping Western Europe from
taking these measures?

inhabitants. This problem in fact occurs around all cities,
though in this specific case it is given a cultural dimension:
the original population feels overpowered and disrespected
by the newcomers who, unwilling to speak Dutch, expect the
neighbourhood to adapt to them rather than the other way
around. In the end, Frenchification really is gentrification. In
Belgium, disputes about land might not lead to violence like
it does in many other place of the world, but it does lead to
recurring political quarrels and instability.
Migration is easily blamed for the urban sprawl. The truth
is that, like in all cities, a high number of unused buildings
or land proves that space has not run out in the inner city.
Dilapidated neighbourhoods are everywhere. There is clearly
a problem of land speculation and bad governance. New
migrants, hoping to find the Promised Land in the heart of
Europe, soon get disappointed as they remain excluded from
the community, and turn criminal and violent.
A great part of the solution would be to charge a Land Value
Tax as public revenue to provide public services, as Georgists
have been advocating for over a century. This would end
speculation on land and reduce its cost. It would stimulate an
efficient use of land, and clean up the bad neighbourhoods.
It would create jobs and provide a fund to give proper shelter
to the homeless. It would seriously reduce urban sprawl
allowing rural land to remain rural land and, by extension,
allow Flemish land to remain Flemish land. Land Value
Taxation would solve cultural conflicts by reducing the need
for communities to compete for land, and making regions
and cities self-reliant. But the benefits go much further.
The message of the Georgists is that governments should
be using the most natural forms of revenue: returns to
common resources and natural monopolies like land and
money creation. This would resolve the enormous financial
difficulties European countries are facing. It would release

8

Liberals suggest a tax shift from labour to consumption.
The left suggest a tax shift from labour to capital. Though
both suggestions deliver no good solution, this shows
just how desperate the need for a better revenue system
is. Many are trapped in a ‘Robin Hood’ philosophy:
take from the rich to give to the poor. But the real effects
of these sort of taxes is that the rich always find a way
to avoid them, the working middle-class is overtaxed
and the poor get trapped in poverty and dependency.
Moreover, this way of thinking completely ignores the most
fundamental question: how did the rich get so incredibly rich?
The European ideologists simply miss the intellectual tools to
draw the right conclusions. They are trapped in an artificial
one-dimensional reality. The Rhine model tries to create
social justice through negotiations between employers and
employees. This traditional division between employers
and employees – labour and capital - completely ignores the

It would create jobs and
provide a fund to give proper
shelter to the homeless. It
would seriously reduce urban
sprawl allowing rural land to
remain rural land ...
special role that the land and financial markets play in the
distribution of wealth.
Most modern economists do not make a distinction between
capital and land. Neither do they make a distinction between
real capital and money, which is only a tool for exchange.
When missing these so fundamental concepts, there is no way
to draw the line between what is rightfully public and what
is rightfully private. In fact, the debate isn’t even there. There
is not even a minority that advocates Land Value Tax, as
exists in the UK. There is no continental Fred Harrison. The
responsibility of social scientists is overwhelming.
Promoting a European version of Georgism would require
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a slightly different approach to the Anglo-saxon, libertarian
Georgism. Libertarian thought – which is very focused at small
government – is part of American culture, but this is not the case
in Europe.
George himself was not a libertarian. He promoted publicly
funded education, health care, research, social care, museums,
transportation, and more4. In fact, he saw the growth of
government as a natural evolution. George didn’t want
government to be small, per se. He wanted it to be efficient, to
avoid corruption and unnecessary bureaucracy in order to use

Land Value Taxation makes
governments financially
as well as democratically
accountable. When
governments waste their
revenue on bureaucracy or
ineffective measures, their
revenue shrinks...
the common funds only for the common good.
Land Value Taxation makes governments financially as well
as democratically accountable. When governments waste their
revenue on bureaucracy or ineffective measures, their revenue
shrinks; however, if they invest their funds in a clever way,
they create room for their own growth.

can use their own collected sticks for personal use. Some will
be able to carry more than others. At some point however,
they find a fallen tree. They decide that if they all work
together, they can lift it up and carry it to the camp. Once
the task is done, they decide to give everyone an equal share
of the wood. While the strongest clearly carried more of the
tree’s weight than others, the result is still indivisible, as it
was the joint effort and cooperation of the group that made it
possible to carry the whole tree. In the economy, the value of
land is like the tree, while the value of labour and capital are
like the sticks.
Most georgists pay little attention to welfare. They usually
point out that by creating much more opportunity the need
for welfare is reduced. While this is true, welfare still has
a role to play in the georgist system. Community-created
wealth can be used to help those who are physically less able,
or simply have more difficulties to find their place in society.
These public services do benefit the whole community,
as they provide security and safety for all. It would also
stimulate self-reliance and innovation and does not make
anyone feel that they are being penalised for their effort.
A georgist revenue shift could prevent the feared collapse
of Europe’s social system and market economy. But that
would require a revolution of thought, from redistribution
and robin-hoodism towards predistribution5 of the common
resources. This would create ‘real’ Social-liberalism, as
Georgism is the most social and most liberal system possible.
5 	Term borrowed from Joseph Huber, German economist.

Governments can therefore only grow organically and in an
efficient manner. European ideologists easily reject the idea
of paying tax for received benefits. It seems contradictory
with one of their basic principles: that the strongest should
carry the heaviest weights. This however, is only seemingly
so.
The value of land, as the classical economists taught us, is
created by the community as a whole. The productivity in
an area, due to cooperation and knowledge, is what makes
land valuable. Naturally, the strongest and smartest will
contribute to this value more than those which are weaker
even though, unlike in the case of labour and capital, one
cannot determine who contributed what. I will explain this
by an allegory.
Imagine a group of people living on a deserted island. They
need to collect wood for burning. They agree that everyone
4 	“All social advance necessarily contributes to the increase of this common fund. (...) Here is a fund belonging to society as a whole
from which without the degradation of alms, private or public, provision can be made for the weak, the helpless, the aged; from which
provision can be made for the commons wants of all as a matter of common right to each...” – Henry George, Social Problems,
Chapter XIX: The first great reform
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Urban Sprawl or Smart Growth
- does it really matter?
Housing affordability has been an issue for growing cities,
particularly in more recent times. The main stream media
has primarily focused on two competing ideologies which
claim to offer the best policy to deal with this issue. The first
of these is commonly known as ‘urban sprawl’. This position
favours unrestrictive land use policies. The second stance
is known as the ‘smart growth’ approach. This position
advocates for government regulation on land use.
The urban sprawl position has been advocated by Wendell
Cox, a prominent spokesman for right wing think tanks
including The Heritage Foundation and REIV. Cox argues
that smart growth policies have exacerbated the recent
financial crisis; “the big credit crunch we’re experiencing
today is the direct result of the recent inflation of housing
prices that occurred in areas which implemented “smart
growth” policies …”1 In contrast “urban areas with freer land
use regulations were mostly spared by this housing price hike
… like Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth [and] Atlanta…2 Cox
mentions New York, Los Angeles and San Francisco as cities
which have excessive land use policies.
Cox’s position on housing affordability will be investigated.
Dallas Fort Worth, a city that has an unrestrictive land

“the big credit crunch we’re
experiencing today is the
direct result of the recent
inflation of housing prices
that occurred in areas which
implemented “smart growth”
policies”
use policy, and New York, a city with stronger land use
regulations, will be looked at. The main focus of this analysis
will be to explore the reason or reasons why average housing
prices in these two cities differ; whether it’s mainly due to the
particular form of land use regulations implemented, as Cox
believes, or if there are other determining factors which Cox
overlooks.
Dallas Fort Worth includes the Texas counties Dallas, Collin,
1

Johnson, Kaufman, Rockwall, Tarrant, Denton and Ellis.
It began as an army outpost in 1849, established to protect
settlers from Indian attacks; at this stage it had a population
of around 450.3 Dallas Fort Worth is the 5th fastest growing
urban region in the US.4 New York City’s origins can be
traced as far back as 1624, when Dutch settlers began to
arrive in the area.5 By 1790 it was the US’s largest city and
its capital until 1797. In 1898 a new charter was adopted
creating the city of Greater New York, a metropolis of five
boroughs (these boroughs fall within today’s New York
State counties of New York, Bronx, Kings, Queens and
Richmond). Today, New York is the largest city in the US.6
Cox is accurate in his observation regarding the disparity in
housing prices in these two cities. New York has an average
median housing cost of $550,080, higher than Dallas Fort
Worth’s $149,562.7 However, there are a multitude of factors
which contribute to this disparity, most of which are not
mentioned by Cox and which are not explained simply by the
use of one of the two land use policies.

In terms of demographics; the total population of New York
3

4

Ibid, Fast Facts section.

V Bernard, An interview of Wendell Cox: “smart growth policies are the main cause of subprime crisis !” , Institut Hayek,

5

NY.com, New York discovery and settlement, < http://www.ny.com/histfacts/settlement.html> viewed 10 June 2010.

March 2008, <http://www.fahayek.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1738&Itemid=54> viewed 15 April

6

2010.
2

Dallas Historical Society, Dallas History, <http://www.dallashistory.org/history/dallas/dallas_history.htm> viewed 10 June
2010.

Ibid.

10

Hindustan Times, New York still US’ largest city, 23 June 2010, <http://www.hindustantimes.com/New-York-still-US-largestcity/Article1-561910.aspx> viewed 24 June 2010.

7

US Census Bureau, Fact Finder, <http://factfinder.census.gov> viewed 28 May 2010.
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is greater than Dallas Fort Worth by 2,407,284 (40%), in
addition its land mass is 5,760 square miles less, or only 5%
of Dallas Fort Worth’s land mass (Graph A).8
The urban density of New York City registers 27,390
residents per square mile, compared to Dallas Fort Worth’s
972 (graph B).

Whilst planning for
sustainable growth, these
policies ignore the impact of
speculative investors whom
manipulate the supply of land

Also, New York City has 1,065,906 more housing units

than Dallas Fort Worth (in an area which is 5% the land
mass). That is 2,941% more housing units per square mile
than Dallas Fort Worth. It is clear that New York City has
far less land for far more people than Dallas Fort Worth.9
This strongly suggests that comparatively, New York land is
scarcer and inevitably attracts a higher value from would be
buyers.

The two policy approach has been discussed as though it
were an either or debate, with no suggestion of any other
approach explaining the housing affordability issue. However,
smart growth and urban sprawl policies both fail to expose
and explain the fundamental factor which affects housing
affordability. This includes the substantial influence of land
speculators and their monopolistic approach to manipulating
land availability, development and use.

There are also social and cultural factors which assist in
explaining why New York housing prices are higher than
Dallas Fort Worth’s. Reported data from the FBI (2008)
reveals that New York City is the 138th safest cities in the US.
The area of Fort Worth was ranked a distant 243rd and Dallas
dragged even further behind at 347th (Graph C).10

Urban sprawl seems to be the more dangerous of the two
main policies, as it allows free reign to predatory profit
motivated developers and investors. Urban sprawl policies
allow land developers to freely develop agricultural and other
barren land into profitable residential estates.
The consequences of this practise were evident in the recent
housing price crash in Nevada. Here, isolated desert locations

The average per capita income in New York is 10% higher
than Dallas Fort Worth (Graph D).11 These statistics indicate
that New York is a city with more desirable living conditions
for residents, resulting in a higher premium on housing in the
city.

8 	US Census Bureau, County Quick Facts, <http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48001.html> viewed 27 May 2010.
9 	
US Census Bureau, Fact Finder.
10

were tactically made to look attractive and profitable to

CQ Press, Crime in the United States 2008, <http://os.cqpress.com/citycrime/2009/CityCrime2009_Rank_Rev.
pdf> viewed 20 June 2010.

11

US Census Bureau, Fact Finder.
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Naturally, as more land and
homes are released back into
the market, prices will fall
in many areas and housing
affordability will be impacted
positively.

Quotes of Note:
Dick Smith - ‘The ones in favour (of population growth)
are property developers and the people who work for them,
including most of our politicians. Little wonder. I’ve made
more money out of Sydney real estate in the past 20 years
than I ever did from electronics and publishing. Why grow a
real business that employs people when you can sit back and
let population growth make profits for you?’

into the market, many of which will be bought for the
purpose of home and business occupancy.

Joseph Stiglitz - ‘I’m a huge supporter of Henry George’ said
in person to Karl Fitzgerald 29/07/2010

Naturally, as more land and homes are released back into
the market, prices will fall in many areas and housing
affordability will be impacted positively. The wealth
generated by governments from these land taxes will be
enormous. In order to offset the new land tax burden on
working families, income taxes will be eliminated, freeing up
additional disposable income which can be used to stimulate
the real economy. The hazards urban sprawl policies reflect
will not be of issue if these tax reforms are successfully
implemented because speculative developers would face
substantial annual premiums on land holdings, making it less
profitable to hold onto unused and underused land for long.
New outer land development will be decided by the actual
need for development and not by speculative, profit motivated
developers and investors.

“The delivery of these projects needs ot be accelerated by the
government with the use of more innovative funding approaches rather than just relying on commonwealth or state
budgets. These approaches could include public/ private
partnerships involving availability charges (ie Peninsula
Link), shadow tolls, or direct tolls and also consideration
of land value capture charges., especially for the Metro Rail
Tunnel. “ John Isaac, President RACV

Cox’s aim to ensure that families are able to afford their
own home is a noble cause. However, as an affiliate of the
infamous Heritage Foundation home to decades of failed neo
liberal policies and the widening of the wealth gap, suggests
that Cox may be sympathetic to the land speculators who
serve to maximise profits at the expense of an uneducated
public. In any case, Cox fails to address the negative aspects
of unchecked urban sprawl policies.
Land tax reforms aim to provide ordinary people with
affordable housing by removing the incentives for land
speculators to operate in such detrimental ways. If this is
achieved, land and housing will be restored to more natural
prices and allocated efficiently towards home and business
uses, and not used as profit maximising tools.
As long as Cox continues to promote urban sprawl policies
and make allegations against smart growth policies, the
spotlight will be kept away from the real issues of land
speculation and inefficient land use. The public needs to
be educated on the actual status and nature of housing
affordability so that truly ‘free’ market mechanisms may be
allowed to play out, benefiting all members of society, not
just the privileged few.
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unethical (BHP’s rent seeking super profits aside, that comes
from a place of ignorance). Ask a young person whether they
want to help finance British Petroleum right now; I think
you would find few takers. Yet if you just think about the
statement ‘location, location, location’ doesn’t this suggest
that the majority of a site’s utility is derived from what it is
proximate to? Namely community created wealth or natural
bounties? Surely ‘location, location, location’ was first said by
Henry George? It encapsulates the unearned profits of land
speculation. Similarly Mark Twain’s ‘buy land they aren’t
making any more of it’ is as clear an allusion to lands special
monopoly as anyone has ever alluded?

Mindshare

by tohm

Yo I’m tohm. Booya. Okay introductions out of the way let’s
talk about inequality. The specific inequality I’d like to talk
about is inequality in the mind. Specifically why do people
think differently about land to say shares, bonds, bills…
whatever?
Why do people suspend reason and the normal rules of risk
and return, ethical conduct etc. when it comes to land?
Best guess, and this is all pure conjecture, (I don’t have the
patience to research stuff) is that it’s like our ability to eat
bacon and (mostly) never think about the pig.
For example, take a 25 year old recently graduated
engineering student and ask her how she feels about
borrowing $200,000 clams to leverage a low cost index-fund
share portfolio and she will probably turn green and need
to sit down. Even with a vast body of historical evidence to
suggest that the market consistently outperforms property by
3-4% per annum. The empirical evidence cannot override the
dizzying sense of inertia brought about by looking at a daily
trading graph.
Yet these same bright eyed young folk will gladly sign away
40 years of their life to take on a mortgage to buy a property
they know little more than what their parents told them
about. They perceive no risk, they in fact feel like they are
purchasing some peace of mind.
In a sense they are, they are securing their job for the term of
their mortgage and in most cases permanently securing a lack
of negotiating power for higher/fairer/competitive wages.
How can the same mind so resolutely reject a veritable
goldmine of data on the share market, and yet be reassured
by friendly colloquialisms, old chestnuts like ‘location,
location, location’ and ‘buy land they aren’t making any
more of it’ and ‘nothing safer than bricks and mortar.’

But morality is suspended because the perception is ‘everyone
does it’ or it’s the natural order or some shite. I suspect
people don’t think about it at all. At any rate an argument
is to be made that the folk out their populating the world in
principle already agree with the Georgist interpretation. Land
is a monopoly, speculation is rent seeking etc. they just don’t
see anything wrong with it, they think it is wonderful.
So wonderful, if property was a share it would be too good
to be true. Peeps would start talking ‘ponzi schemes’ at the
promised and forecast abnormal profits. People would get
suspicious again and go greener in the face and move from
chair to mattress with a damp cloth over the forehead.
But property is a horse of a different colour. Australians,
and increasingly everybody have a love affair with it and
love is blind. We, Prosper, Earthsharing, The Henry George
Appreciation Society whoever have the unenviable task of
trying to convince our friends their boyfriend is a deadbeat
whilst they are head over heels.
Sure it will be easy in hindsight, after the crash, but to me
that doesn’t mean really that we have succeeded. Nor even is
the ‘I told you so’ bragging rights of standing over the paperwealth implosion of a property market correction we ‘saw
coming’ really a victory either.
We have to rebalance the mindshare, get the general
public on an even keel, and its going to take a consistent
and persuasive message to do so. We don’t have empirical
evidence to compete against (that’s always been with us) we
have a persistent and persuasive folk wisdom, a fairy tale to
combat. We need a narrative, a story to tell that will wake
somebody up from their slumber behind the wheel of the
economy.

With this comforting collection of clichés from our elders
we can also see the inequity or double standards in how we
perceive/treat property vs shares, bonds, emu farms etc.

I don’t have the answer, but for me, my experience is to say
‘folksy’ sounding things. Whenever my peers are commenting
on the property market and how reassuring it is that the
place down the road sold for $30,000 more than they paid
for theirs or whatever I add ‘well the prices will go up until
they go down I guess.’ And facetious things like that, it would
be great if I had a tobacco pipe to chew on when I did this.
Witty little quips can get past defences that pie charts cannot.

Most folk would balk at the idea of financing something

‘least, that’s what I reckon.
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Consequences of Progress
Andy Moore
Prosperity for the few founded on ecological destruction and persistent social injustice is no foundation for a civilised society. – Tim Jackson

It is well documented and slowly becoming better understood
that inequality affects everyone negatively; rich and poor
alike. Despite this, inequality in Australia and across the
world continues to rise and it appears politicians have come
to accept this as a natural consequence of progress. Its
important then, that people are made aware that inequality is
a symptom of progress; when the system driving progress is
neo classical economics.
Mason Gaffney sums up neo classical economics accurately:
“it emasculates the discipline of economics, impoverishes
economic thought, muddles the minds of countless students,
rationalises free-riding by landowners, takes dignity from
labor, rationalises chronic unemployment, hobbles us with
today’s counterproductive tax system, marginalises the
obvious alternative system of public finance, shatters our
sense of community, subverts a rising economic democracy
for the benefit of rent-takers, and leads us into becoming
an increasingly nasty and dangerously divided plutocracy.”
(Gaffney, 2009)
In Australia the wealthiest 20% of households account for
over 60% of the nation’s wealth. The poorest 20% represent
just 1%. Unsurprisingly, 90% of the lowest net worth
households have no choice but to rent their homes (Guille,
2003). There are numerous other indicators of increasing
inequality, and too many to list here. As economic growth
takes global production to greater heights, the cracks in
society become wider and deeper.
Inequality as a word or concept seems inadequate to describe
or account for the way ‘advanced’ western cultures and social
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structures are organised in such a way as to systematically
disadvantage, marginalise and exclude many people and
groups. If we identify dimensions or variables such as
income, educational opportunity, occupation, health etc, then
the evidence points to increasing extremes between those
who are advantaged and those disadvantaged.
The inevitability of this lies not in some natural phenomenon
but in the specific way our economic structure is organised.
Culturally, dominant narratives of inequality, success and
failure become entrenched and the differences amongst
people which are deemed worthy of social comparison and
differentiation are themselves socially/politically created.
Unfortunately, in this era of economic rationalism, increasing
inequality is not seen as a problem. Instead, it is viewed as
an unavoidable component globalised capitalism. Therefore
it is unsurprising to find that while 70% of Australians would
prefer to see the gap between rich and poor get smaller, 80%
believe ‘the rich are getting richer and the poor are getting
poorer’ (Conley, 2006). So why is there no political force in
Australia capable of challenging the economic orthodoxy?
Neither side of politics claims that Australia does not suffer
from a widening income gap, along with the many other
indicators ranging from health, education, access to services
and life expectancy. This begs the question then; where has
the momentum gone? How can government and big business
espouse the morals of sustainability, the pursuit of equal
opportunity and fly the flag of corporate social responsibility,
while silently but steadfastly pursuing the forgery of ‘free
market’ liberalisation?
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If there wasn’t a clear
alternative to the existing
structure of our economy,
and politicians and
economists were genuinely
scratching their heads in
wonderment at how to solve
this problem, I wouldn’t feel
so bad about it. The reality is
however, quite different.
The answer is that the system requires it. As each of us
knows, wealth flows towards the tip of the pyramid, defying
the law of physics. The trickle down effect doesn’t exist
unless you include the steadily increasing stream of urine as
the rich piss on the poor and then expect to be thanked for it.
As Dr Shann Turnbull will tell you, ‘world best practices’ are
the problem; not the solution.
Part of the reason our society cannot adequately deal with,
or often even see the real cause of inequality is because of the
fundamental failure of economics to accurately reflect what
takes place in the world.
The differential in income levels is truly remarkable in what
most people describe as a civilised society. Low income
families are unable to enjoy even the most minimal standards
of living, depriving them of dignity and blocking participation
with the wider community.
‘There is not a scintilla of evidence whatsoever in Australia
to show that the wealthy are becoming less wealthy, or that
the tax system is reducing either their income or their assets.
All the evidence is to the contrary and the only rational
conclusion that can be reached is that the tax system is not
having a bigger impact on high incomes.’ (Wicks, 2005)
Australia belongs to a group of countries along with Canada,
the UK and the USA who pursue neo classical economics
with the faith of a Southern Baptist. This is in contrast
with the coordinated market economies of Germany,
Japan, France and the Scandinavian countries who have
all managed to achieve lower levels of inequality (Jackson,
2010). Accordingly, these countries also fare much better on
the genuine progress indicators used to assess the real quality
of life.
This is why I am a member of Prosper Australia. I don’t
begrudge anyone their right to pursue ‘the satisfaction of
their desires with the least amount of effort’. But I can’t
stand by and watch continuing wealth extraction from the
poorest sectors of the community to the wealthiest, especially

when I know that it does no-one any good. With regards
to quality of life, increasing the income level of the poor
can have a powerful effect. Increasing the income of those
already wealthy however, achieves only a marginal effect
and may even be counterproductive. Therefore, it is urgent
for Australia to implement a way to reverse the current trend
towards greater levels of inequality.
Of all the offerings in the social literature, there is only one
systemic reform that can be introduced quickly, easily and
painlessly that achieves the desired outcome. This is the work
of Henry George and continues with the work of Prosper.
If there wasn’t a clear alternative to the existing structure of
our economy, and politicians and economists were genuinely
scratching their heads in wonderment at how to solve this
problem, I wouldn’t feel so bad about it. The reality is
however, quite different.
There is a simple and effective solution that will be
introduced in the future; it is only a matter of when, and
of how much social and environmental destruction occurs
in the meantime. Approaching this issue from an intergenerational equity standpoint is now critical. The generation
presently being educated will have to do what we, the current
generation, have been unable or unwilling to do (Orr, 1993).
We need to harness our human spirit - this requires that
we have a sense of our deep connection to all beings, a
compassionate awareness that our individual and collective
actions are intimately linked, and can be constructively linked
to the well-being of others (Coates, 2006).
The collection of a natural land tax as a replacement for
all other taxes provides the global financial solution that
is desperately required to solve our inequitable social and
environmental problems.
The only question that remains is: Will you play a role? Will
you do something about it? Or will you leave it for future
generations to solve the mess that we unfortunately inherited?
There are enough schmucks out there reading gossip
magazines right now that you know the responsibility of
taking action will fall squarely on the shoulders of those who
read journals like Progress. So if not you – who?
Whether you are reading this publication for the first time
or you have been a member of Prosper for decades, please
realise that now is the time to become active. Windows of
opportunity such as this one right now must be seized.
Pick up the phone, write a letter, become a member of
Prosper and be the change that you want to see. Personally,
I’m not a fan of Edmund Burke but he was right about a
few things. When good men and women do nothing; evil
will prevail. There is no other way to describe the existing
structure that we use to mismanage our national and global
economy.
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Closed Loop Economics
Karl Fitzgerald

The Eden Project is an alluring example of closed loop
systems thinking.

(http://midcornwall.blogspot.com/2007/05/nationalfranchise-rebukakes-st-austell.html)

Biodomes attract the masses each year to step inside the
womb of life - the ability of nature to be self-generating.
Autotrophs photosynthesise light and cleanse carbon to
catalyse the food chain that all living beings revolve around.

Shoplifting? Surely with £100m pounds entering the
community each year, the money for mass produced
monoculture would be no problem?

Our question is: has the Eden Project become the autotroph
of wealth for the community?
The Eden Project is now established as one of the UK’s
top 10 tourist attractions. Over a million tourists bring in
£100 million per annum to the region. For every one dollar
spent at the biodomes, eight dollars are pumped into the
local economy (D Kendle, Journal of the Royal Agricultural
Society of England, 2003).
St Austell is the neighbouring town. Poundland is the SouthWest’s leading discount retailer. When the CEO Quidsley
Montgomery was contacted on why they refused to open up
a store in the town following a generous peppercorn lease
offer, the response was revealing:

The disjoint between science, environmentalism and
economics reveals the source of the problem.
Not long after the opening of the Eden Project, the volume
of property hitting the market boomed in early 2000 and
into 2001. This was at a time when the US tech wreck was
devastating economies. According to Oxford Economics the
hi-tech bust hit the UK harder than the US or Europe in 2001
Surrounding regions like St Blazey also had larger volumes of
property hitting the market at that time than during the boom
years of 06-07. Higher supplies should have kept prices in

“It was a hard decision for the board to make, but we feel
that on the whole the credibility and image of Poundland
has to be our prime directive. We feel that St Austell is not
on a vector that is compatible with ours, both in terms of
aesthetics and ethos. Also we are worried about shoplifting".
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check. Why did house prices continue to accelerate?
Location, location, location.
Today’s economic system is reliant upon speculative boombusts, closely followed by the digging up of our precious
planet and polluting it at ever increasing rates. In the process
there are lamentable leakages that torrent upwards from the
community’s hard work and into the deepest pockets of the
wealthiest people on the planet.
The recent Henry Tax Review discussed this in coded
economic language.
With methane burps keeping the scientifically savvy awake
at night, how are we to significantly change society’s
behaviour in a decade?
We need an an environmental reminder every time we
contemplate a decision. The pricing system must be this
message bearer.

We needv an an
environmental reminder
every time we contemplate a
decision. The pricing system
must be this message bearer.

We have been trained to glaze over our best weapon - the
tax system. ‘Tax bads, not goods’ is one catch cry. ‘Pay for
what you burn, not what you earn’ is another.
Australia has reduced plastic bag consumption by barely
20% under a voluntary program over three years. Ireland
reduced theirs by 95% in 5 months using a 20c eco-tax.
An important comparison, but green economics needs to go
further to look at our biggest and most sustainable resource urban land values.

publicly announced or soon after. Once it became evident
that the region was booming from tourism, landlord’s sold
out for no doubt a huge profit.
The community were left behind paying record rents. Solid
citizens are forced to consider shoplifting for survival’s sake.
Why? The additional income filling workers pockets (90% of
workers come from within the locality) allowed landlords to
increase the rents on their land. Such is the Law of Rent as
defined by Classical economist David Ricardo.
Economic rent constitutes the ability to charge a user of a
scarce resource like land any amount above what can be
earned off the most marginal land. We have few alternatives
but to pay this asking price. “Pay what I say or move to the
boondocks!”
Economists prefer the capturing of economic rent for the
public good because governments can tax away 100% of the
economic rent with no impact on supply decisions. Why?
Because the seller still receives the minimum price required
to supply the factor. Any price above zero is of benefit to the
owner as the supply of land is a given.
A tax on economic rent (such as Land Value Taxation or a
Resource Rents Tax - both strongly endorsed by Ken Henry)
is the fairest, most efficient and least distorting tax.
By ignoring the role of economic rent, the divergence of
economics from reality has led to today’s quagmire.
Take for example Government mandates for Renewable
Energy Targets (RET’s).
Goldman Sachs are masters in understanding the role of
economic rent. Not long after California’s announcement
for RET’s, they were first in line for land leases in the sundrenched Mojave Desert (2006). They leased not just any
land, but the sites with strategic advantage - nearest to power
distribution lines.
Then they rubbed their hands together as the inevitable
occurred.

Prime locations on earth will always become more valuable.
Geonomics, the land based economics system, sees the
value of the earth shared amongst all in a sustainable and
harmonious manner. Today’s ignorance encourages wars by
allowing the fruits of the earth to be privatised.
The locations surrounding Eden were no doubt snapped
up by land speculators either just before the project was
PROGRESS Winter 2010
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Land that sold a few years ago for $500 p/acre is now being
flipped for $10,000 p/acre (Fortune Magazine, Todd Woody,
June 08).
The added cost solar parks pay to access these unique
locations undermines the competitiveness of renewables to
smokestacks.
Who paid for those power lines and permitted the RET
targets? Taxpayers.
Who benefits from the community’s need for RET’s? Land
speculators.
Why? Because our tax systems ignore the scarcity rents that
prime locations deliver as populations grow and society
progresses.

Without a Geonomics
system, leakages occur
whenever any form of public
work is performed.
Why is Melbourne sprawling
to the size of Los Angeles?
Our current system would prefer to penalise people for
working than share the spoils of these unique assets.
The UK’s Jubilee Train Line cost £3.5bn but gifted £13bn
in higher land values to those landowners privileged to live
within just a 300m radius of the new train stations (Taken for
a Ride, Don Riley, 2001).
If just 1/3 of this gain was captured with a Geonomics
system of Land Value Taxation, the loop is closed.
Government recoup their investment whilst property owners
receive 2/3 of the capital gain. Such is the dominance of
monopolists that discussing even a 5% sharing is too much at
present!

to finance public transport (Royal Auto, p10, June 2010).
In the year to Dec 09, our preference for the Great Australian
Speculative Dream saws capital gains 7 times greater than
average yearly rental income. Property prices increased
$766 per DAY in the December 09 quarter. Why rent out an
investment property when you can keep it empty and enforce
scarcity such that a $120,500 capital gain is possible?
Just 44% of Melbourne’s properties were analysed to
find 44,753 dormant properties. Many of these could be
subdivided (Sadauskus, 2009 I Want to Live Here report).
Consider what would happen to property prices if there were
double the properties on offer each weekend for a year?
Affordability!
LVT makes it unviable to hold such sites out of use. Urban
sprawl pressures then diminish as we build up, not out.
The huge capital gains in property drive the economic growth
mantra. All sectors of society must cut corners to keep up
with the rising rents that undercut so much of our potential.
Similar traits affect wind farms, carbon sinks and eco system
services.
In effect, rent is a secret tax the wealthy charge the poor.
Eden and St Austell could truly flourish if money made in
the community was kept within the loop. When economic
rents are recycled, government can reclaim the financial
mechanisms to finance a sane society whilst simultaneously
altering behaviour for the better.

The comparative advantage of train over car must be
emphasised. Train tickets should cover marginal costs (train
driver wages). Land rents should cover fixed costs (building
train lines). Japan’s ticket prices have hovered around 1980
prices because land values are captured for infrastructure
financing (Harrison, Wheels of Fortune, 2005).
Support for this concept is growing. The RACV has just
announced its support of Land Value Capture as a method
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A Decade of Hope
- could this happen?
* 2010 - Speculators Savaged by GFC
* 2011 - Vested Interests Exposed
* Lobbyocracy Outlawed
* 2012 - The People Awaken
* 2013 - Election based on Geonomics Tax Reform
* Income Tax Halved
* Stamp Duty abolished
* Land Rent system imposed (5% on yearly land valuations)
* Carbon Tax system starts with great fanfare
* Profits soar in green industries
* Affordability improves
* 2014 - Geonomics system expands
* Payroll Tax removed
* Company tax abolished
* Resource Rents capture 80% of mining profits
* Natural Monopolies pay annual license on value of privilege (ie banks, phone, water)
* Wage levels shoot up as less paid in rent
* Tax incentives for localised bio-char projects
* Council rates change to Site Value only (improvements no longer taxed)
* 2015 - Scare campaign by vested interests shot down by Chris Judd
* Urban Density, walkability jump
* Citizens paid for Eco System Services management
* Community Land Trusts surge in popularity
* Lord Mockton admits he was wrong
* 2016 - 7th new (magnetic) train line built in Melb
* 60% of houses have govt funded solar/ micro power generation
* 2017 - Carbon Taxes increased, air pressured cars outsell petrol
* 2018 - Extra government finance piled into saving plankton (possible as
tax havens now rendered obsolete)
* 2019 - Govt encourages people to work from home
* People work less hours as less needed for mortgage
* 2020 Georgists around the world are thanked for saving the planet
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JUSTICE FOR ALL?
Toward A Geoist Political Strategy
‘There is danger in reckless change; but greater danger in blind conservatism.’ — Henry George
Despite a long history and many fervent advocates, Geoism
is no longer popular. Support for Geoism as a political
ideology has largely disappeared, and its economic proposal
of a resource rental system remains unrealised. Geoism has
not succeeded. Yet, the idea of Geoism remains as relevant
as ever. The global financial crisis affects nation after nation,
the impacts of unmitigated climate change loom, and global
poverty remains. So, why has Geoism disappeared as a
political movement? And what can be done to resurrect it?
When Henry George first outlined his philosophical view—
that each person has an equal right to the use of natural
resources—his call to action was clearly situated within the
political and cultural framework of the time. Religion, natural
law, and the rhetoric of liberty are central themes in his ideas;
while his discussions of labor, class, and social change are
deeply rooted in a society that has long since disappeared.
Indeed, George garnered widespread support and a level of
popularity now reserved for very few politicians or social
reformers. On a tour of Australia in 1890, George was
greeted by large crowds across the country, honoured at
ceremonial dinners in every city he visited, and delivered over
fifty formal speeches. Never abandoning his basic principles,
George spoke with a conviction that was respected even by
those who opposed his views.
It is not surprising then, as economist Jerome Heavey notes
in his critique of the movement, that ‘there [has been] a
certain religiosity associated with George…At the funeral
of Henry George, Dr. Edward McGlynn, the Catholic priest
who was George’s comrade in the founding of the AntiPoverty Society, eulogised George with these words, “As truly
as there was a man sent of God whose name was John, there
was a man sent of God whose name was Henry George!’ It
is reported that the congregation gasped and then burst into a
storm of applause.”’
Such misplaced zealotry, while an interesting feature of the
Geoist movement, does little for the acceptance of Geoism
today. Outside of the movement, awareness of George
and his ideas are minimal. Yet, within the movement,
a reverential attitude toward George and his political
philosophy remains. Such piety, I believe, is damaging
the reconstruction of Geoism as a significant ideology.
From the careful reproduction of George’s ideas—without
thought to their contemporary relevance—to the structure
of the movement, Geoism has failed to adapt to the rapidly
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changing landscape of politics and economics. Although
the influence of modern environmentalism has forced many
Geoists to see the value of including the preservation of
natural resources as a key theoretical element, the hope of
expanding Geoist critique beyond the narrow confines of
land value in any radical way—to intellectual property, for
example—has not yet been fulfilled. Moreover, the failure of
Geoism to attract public awareness to the pressing issues of
resource use and speculation is frequently assigned to others.

While it is undeniably the case that speculative interests
are represented politically, we must also recognise the need
to offer Geoism in a way that invites comprehension. The
current conservatism of Geoist thought must be abandoned.
What, then, should we do to rebuild Geoism? I believe there
are three main changes that must be enacted by Geoists if
the political movement is to survive. Firstly, we must simplify
Geoist theory. Or more importantly, we must simplify the
presentation of Geoist theory.
Despite the fact that Henry George considered a resource
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rental system—chiefly a system of land taxation—to be only
one feature of his broad political philosophy, the modern
Geoist movement has focused almost exclusively on this
idea. Some critics of contemporary Geoism have suggested
that this narrow approach has damaged the movement, but I
disagree.
As I outlined above, I think that Geoism should be adapted
and reformed in order to better serve as a tool to analyse the
current state of political economy. However, having a clear,
simple message is vital. The problem so far has not been the
basic policy proposal of a resource rental system, it has been
the refusal to extend and apply that proposal to the range
of monopolistic privileges that now exist. Furthermore,
despite (or maybe because of) a high level of economic
comprehension amongst Geoists, the concept of a resource
rental system has not be presented with much clarity.
The use of jargon—both technical language specific to
Geoism and other terms more widely used by economists—
has become an unfortunate practice within the movement.
Instead of plain terminology, a collection of portmanteau
words and assumed concepts has emerged. In order for
Geoism to gain a foothold in public discourse, we need to
strip Geoism of confusing language. For many Geoists,
familiarity with the idea seems to prevent it being easily
explained to others. If Geoism is to succeed, accessible
language must replace economic obscurantism.
Secondly, we must build strong connections with other social
and political movements. In my view, one of the strengths of
the Geoist idea lies in its broad appeal to people from diverse
political positions. From right-libertarians and classical
liberals to socialists and those involved in green politics,
Geoism can remain largely uncontroversial.

activism. Perhaps most significantly, the development of
community land trusts are an exciting avenue for Geoism.
Having emerged in the United States as a means for African
American farmers to gain secure and affordable access to
land, community land trusts are a practical way to implement
Geoist ideas and strengthen communities based on equal
access to natural resources. The future success of Geoism
is reliant on its implementation, and political change may
be better sought through community-based change than the
frustrating process of influencing legislation.
vvThe suggestions I have outlined above are not
comprehensive, nor do they accurately reflect the many
reasons why Geoism has not succeeded. Instead, I have
presented these thoughts on strategy in order for them to
be developed further. A range of tactics are necessary if a
resource rental system is to be realistically implemented, and
discussion about political strategy must continue to evolve.
For, if Geoism is to seek justice for all at all, the Geoist
movement must become an effective force for political and
economic change.

Moreover, issue-based movements—indigenous struggles for
self-determination, campaigns against homelessness, housing
affordability, poverty, and environmental destruction—are
all potential allies of Geoism. Through attempts to remain
independent of political influence, the Geoist movement
has largely bypassed the interactions of progressive politics.
While some may not regret such attempts at impartiality,
I see it instead as a failure to envision Geoism as a radical
political movement—one that can more readily challenge the
privilege of resource monopolisation.
Lastly, Geoists should recognise the inherent difficulty
of working within the system of institutional politics. In
attempting to realise a system of resource rentals on a
local, state, or national level, Geoists have focused heavily
on government as the means to enact political change. I
do not want to deny the importance of policy advocacy
within Geoism, but instead prompt consideration of noninstitutional tactics that have not been part of Geoist
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THE MINING TAX DEBATE
IN 30 QUOTES
“I’m speaking about no one else but myself as a citizen of
Australia. Palmer said he would not support anything less
than the complete rejection of the tax and the bringing of
mining taxes in line with the lowest taxing countries in the
world.” (03/06/2010 AFR)
“This is really a tax on our grandchildren” Ian Smith,
Newcrest Mining (03/06/2010 AFR)
It was an amazing fact’ that ‘ordinary people on the street
are barracking for five people...who have got so much
money they don’t know what to do with it’ Harold Mitchell,
advertising supremo, (AFR 23 June)
Their Pilbara iron ore mines (BHP and Rio) and coal mines
(all) are fantastically profitable. It costs less than $US30
($A35) a tonne to produce a tonne of iron ore, yet it sells in
China for $US150 a tonne. Coking coal costs less than $US50
a tonne but now fetches $US225 a tonne. Those are margins
that other industries can only dream of. (The Age, 25th June)

Billionaires Protest:
Most of the protesters worked in the industry and held
neatly printed placards handed to them on arrival. But there
were others, too, including retirees worried about their
superannuation and budding landlords like distinctively
dressed accountant Vak Kyriacou.
Mr Kyriacou, 38, explained to The Age that he had saved
up with his brother to buy three rental properties up north
and feared the tax would ruin the investment. Standing
beside him, his mother, Maria, said it was time for Western
Australia to consider becoming a republic and ‘’not be
answerable to anybody’’.
--The contrast with last night’s community cabinet meeting
in the Perth suburb of Como could hardly have been more
stark. Mr Rudd took more than 20 mainly friendly questions
from a crowd of 400. The mining tax was raised just three
times, each time by supporters of the tax.
One woman even suggested that companies that threaten not
to proceed with projects should forfeit their leases.
‘’I think that’s called adding fuel to the fire,’’ Mr Rudd
replied.
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“It would be a great shame if the finalised outcome of any
negotiations between the Gillard government and the mining
industry was anything less than what was achieved while Mr
Rudd was PM, otherwise his departure will be recognised
as futile.” Mining magnate Andrew Forrest in a speech to
the Financial Review’s WA Economic Outlook Conference.
In “Let Rudd’s fate be a lesson on minerals taxing: Rio chief ”
(July 10, the Age) - Mr Albanese said a wave of resource
nationalism was now likely as governments tried to find ways
‘’to increase their revenue share’’ from mining. ‘’They will
want to have more control of who develops their natural
resources. And this resource nationalism could, by itself, limit
the supply response to stronger demand.’’
He said that he wanted to conclude his speech by ‘’dispelling
the myth that resources are finite’’: ‘’[This is] a notion some
policymakers sometimes like to promote. Resources will only
become finite if limits are placed on exploration because a
country has suddenly become less attractive for investment,’’
he said.

Supportive Statements:
Having billionaires and multi-rental property owners taking
to the streets seems further evidence that this is a tax which
will equalize wealth distribution in Australia. Anything the
super-rich complain about, claiming the ‘elderly, frail and
sick’ as their newly-found cause and concern, is well worth
considering. I say ‘Bring it on!’.
Sally Morgan | Croydon - June 10, 2010, 7:48AM
Let me get this straight: billionaires protested because they
might make less money? This isn’t about keeping jobs for the
miners, etc. This is all about their greed. They reap the profit
from Australia’s natural resources then whine because they
want more? Disgusting.
gabrielle - June 10, 2010, 7:48AM
I’m not against the rich nor pro-communist in anyway, but
if you can get multi-millionaires protesting on the streets,
the government must be doing something RIGHT. The rich
have plenty of influence in the quiet and secrecy corridors
of power to get their own way. It is this power that they feel
they are losing that brought them into the streets, not money.
It may not be a bad thing that both rich and poor use street
protest from time to time in order to be heard. At least it is

PROGRESS Winter 2010

out in the open. Not behind closed doors and brown paper
bags. Isn’t this what they call democracy?
Ordinary Man | Melbourne - June 10, 2010, 7:58AM

Rob - June 10, 2010, 8:04AM

Apparently this tax threatens investment property prices
and rents. And this is somehow endangering the fabric
of Australian life? Give me a break. If greedy landlords
can’t handle a tax change they have no business investing.
Perhaps that guy is learning for the first time that property
investments aren’t a one way bet.
Rob - June 10, 2010, 8:04AM
“The delivery of these projects needs ot be accelerated by
the government with the use of more innovative funding
approaches rather than just relying on commonwealth or
state budgets. These approaches could include public/
private partnerships involving availability charges (ie
Peninsula Link), shadow tolls, or direct tolls and also
consideration of land value capture charges., especially for
the Metro Rail Tunnel. “ john Isaac, President RACV
Having billionaires and multi-rental property owners taking
to the streets seems further evidence that this is a tax which
will equalize wealth distribution in Australia. Anything the
super-rich complain about, claiming the ‘elderly, frail and
sick’ as their newly-found cause and concern, is well worth
considering. I say ‘Bring it on!’.
Sally Morgan | Croydon - June 10, 2010, 7:48AM
Let me get this straight: billionaires protested because they
might make less money? This isn’t about keeping jobs for the
miners, etc. This is all about their greed. They reap the profit
from Australia’s natural resources then whine because they
want more? Disgusting.
gabrielle - June 10, 2010, 7:48AM
I’m not against the rich nor pro-communist in anyway, but
if you can get multi-millionaires protesting on the streets,
the government must be doing something RIGHT. The rich
have plenty of influence in the quiet and secrecy corridors
of power to get their own way. It is this power that they feel
they are losing that brought them into the streets, not money.
It may not be a bad thing that both rich and poor use street
protest from time to time in order to be heard. At least it is
out in the open. Not behind closed doors and brown paper
bags. Isn’t this what they call democracy?
Ordinary Man | Melbourne - June 10, 2010, 7:58AM
Apparently this tax threatens investment property prices
and rents. And this is somehow endangering the fabric
of Australian life? Give me a break. If greedy landlords
can’t handle a tax change they have no business investing.
Perhaps that guy is learning for the first time that property
investments aren’t a one way bet.
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